under this species. The illustrations cited by Linnaeus (l.c.) for many of these varieties have since been designated as the types (mostly by Wijnands, l.c.) of currently accepted species names. Aloe perfoliata was also designated as the type of the generic name Aloe (Britton & Millspaugh, Bahama Fl: 69. 1920 ; confirmed by Hitchcock & Green in Sprague, Nom. Prop. Brit. Bot.: 146-147. 1929 ; see Index Nom. Gen. at http://botany.si.edu/ing/).
Reynolds (Aloes S. Africa: 89, fig. 69. 1950) by specifically referring to LINN 442.1 as "type material" unambiguously typified A. perfoliata on this specimen, because it was annotated "1 perfoliata" by Linnaeus. This was accepted as the first effective lectotypification by Jarvis (Order out of Chaos: 279. 2007) and should be followed (Art. 10. 5, McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) . This specimen consists only of a rather poor, lax raceme with very short pedicels and cannot be assigned with confidence to any known species of aloe. Reynolds (l.c.) demonstrated clearly that the name A. perfoliata applies to an imperfectly known taxon. Contrary to the view of Wijnands (l.c.) and Jarvis (l.c.), Importantly, the original description of A. perfoliata and the type specimen chosen for this name differ markedly from A. ferox and A. maculata, as well as from A. mitriformis and its relatives. In this regard Wijnands (l.c.: 124) pointed out that the name A. perfoliata will still be "available to replace another well-known name of long standing in Aloe. Some restraints among authors treating the taxonomy of the species of Aloe would avoid confusion".
The controversial treatment of A. perfoliata as the correct name for A. mitriformis by Webb (l.c.) and Glen & Hardy (l.c.) has placed the spotlight on the status of the name A. perfoliata, which has been treated as insufficiently known for a long time. This name and its application was thus investigated by Mottram (l.c.) , who concluded that it is conspecific with A. microstigma (the Worcester aloe). We find the arguments supporting the proposed conspecificity of A. perfoliata and A. microstigma presented by Mottram not entirely convincing.
Since Mottram (l.c.) erroneously regarded Plate 15 of Dillenius (l.c.) as the type of A. perfoliata, he used the description of "Aloe africana maculata spinosa minor" accompanying this plate to illustrate why he regards A. perfoliata as conspecific with A. microstigma. While there could be some resemblances between the illustration (t. 15) and the translated (Latin to English) description of Dillenius as given by Mottram, and the modern concept of A. microstigma, the description of "Aloe africana maculata spinosa minor" by Dillenius could also be applied to other aloes that have spots or maculations on their leaves. In any case, as Plate 15 is not the type of A. perfoliata (as demonstrated above) it should not be used to establish its application.
Because of the ambiguity of the type specimen (LINN 442.1) and the differing applications of the name A. perfoliata by various authors, and the ensuing nomenclatural confusion and uncertainty among end-users, it would be preferable to reject this troublesome name altogether. Since a rejected name remains validly published, the status of A. perfoliata as the type of the generic name Aloe will be unaffected by its rejection.
If A. perfoliata is not rejected it will continue to be available for use as an older name for either A. mitriformis (following Glen & Hardy, l.c.) or A. microstigma (following Mottram, l.c.) . In the future it might even be shown to represent yet another taxon. Both A. mitriformis (Zonneveld, l.c.) and A. microstigma (Klopper, unpub. results) contain several infraspecific taxa and if A. perfoliata replaces either of these names, it will require more than one new combination to be made to represent them. Allowing A. perfoliata with its confused history to become the correct name for either of these aloes (or any other aloe for that matter) would be undesirable and would lead to considerable nomenclatural confusion in a very well-known and popular group of plants. In the interest of nomenclatural stability we thus propose to reject the name A. perfoliata according to Art. 56.
(2470) Aloe obscura Mill., Gard. Dict., ed. 8: Aloe No. 6. 16 -Bat. 2: 130, no. 20. 1720) . Boerhaave merely mentioned that he received the material on which this polynomial was based as a gift from Mr. Beaumont, and that it is an inhabitant of fields/grassland/plains. Reynolds (l.c.: 289) gives as a pre-Linnaean citation for A. obscura the name "Aloe africana maculata spinosa minor" of Dillenius (l.c.). Reynolds also stated that Plate 15 of "Aloe africana maculata spinosa minor" is representative of A. obscura, but did not designate it as a type. This statement was motivated by the fact that Boerhaave's polynomial was cited by Dillenius as a synonym of his "Aloe africana maculata spinosa minor". Reynolds was of the opinion that A. obscura is either an unnatural modified form of A. saponaria that developed unusually long conical racemes under greenhouse conditions in Europe, or that it is a hybrid segregate with A. saponaria as one of the parents. He thus considered A. obscura a doubtful species allied to A. saponaria, as it could not be matched
